Introduction 4
In their paper, Challenges for Research on Intelligence, Hunt and Jaeggi [1] draw attention to what is, 5 in their view, the key interesting research areas on "intelligence" research. This paper is a commentary 6 on that paper. Hunt and Jaeggi claim that "word definitions are changed by usage, rather than by dictate, so we do 10 not think that an elegant linguistic solution is likely". This is however not always the case. It applies 11 to lexical definitions of the type usually found in dictionaries. However, in science (and math and 12 logic), stipulative definitions are quite common [2] . For example, metric units were stipulated by various 13 methods and have also been changed from time to time when problems or better ways of defining the 14 units were found. meter has had many definitions throughout time, the most recent based on the distance 15 light travels in a vacuum in 299,792,458 −1 of a second. An earlier definition from 1799 used a particular 16 prototype stick and meter was defined as the length of that stick [3] .
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As a further example, in astronomy, the definition of planet was recently changed. but have sources of variance in common.
43
Hunt and Jaeggi point this out themselves when they cite the OED for giving some eight definitions 44 plus sub-definitions. Other researchers e.g. Linda Gottfredson[7] also think the question is moot (p. 27):
45
Theorists have long debated the definition of "intelligence," but that verbal exercise is now 46 moot. g has become the working definition of intelligence for most researchers, because it is 47 a stable, replicable phenomenon that-unlike the IQ score-is independent of the "vehicles"
48
(tests) for measuring it. Researchers are far from fully understanding the physiology and 49 genetics of intelligence, but they can be confident that, whatever its nature, they are studying 50 the same phenomenon when they study g. That was never the case with IQ scores, which 51 fed the unproductive wrangling to "define intelligence." The task is no longer to define 52 intelligence, but to understand g.
53
Nevertheless, g is not a term designed for its ease of use in conversation, though there are alternatives, 54 e.g. general cognitive ability (GCA), general mental ability (GMA), and general intelligence.
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Psychometrics researchers, when speaking among themselves, simply call it "intelligence", while would also mean that we have been underestimating the predictive power of g, which is often the case 75 anyway since researchers do not correct for measurement error.
76
For the most conceptual clarity, one must distinguish between IQ, extracted g and idealized g. doesn't increase with the addition of any type of test, the limit has been reached. Whenever g is referred
85
to without any further qualifications, it is assumed to be this idealized g.
86
That is not to say that there is not more to the mind than g, and recent studies have attempted to renew 87 interest in some non-g abilities (e.g. spatial ability [16] to be found from the old studies so that these modern analyses can be run, or if the data is lost, new 108 studies need to be done. This is the price to pay for the researchers' lack of data sharing. Hopefully, this 4. On the importance of the issue of race and g
113
Hunt and Jaeggi are right that studying race and g is probably not a good way to study the nature of g 114 although it seems quite likely that some understanding can be gained from that direction, as it indeed can 115 from any direction. We might not know of Spearman's Hypothesis (group differences in g are g-loaded 
126
Since it is unlikely that the tendency toward longer educations and low birth rates for Western women to society in the same (or greater) capacity as the current inhabitants. However, if this is not the case,
131
they will instead become an economic burden, and this attempted solution will only make things worse.
132
Since g is one of the major determinants of income, social status, crime rates etc., it becomes critically and g "no specific policies necessarily follow from knowing about the causes of group differences" [22] .
142
But research findings can help predict the results of a given policy if adopted. Research into race and g 143 is thus vital for evidence-based politics in that area.
144
Hunt and Jaeggi claim that the issue isn't important because "Due to migration and intermarriage, the mixing process. Unless racial groups are forced by some means to start interbreeding, race differences
